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ABSTRACT
Vroom's expectancy models for job effort, satisfattion and performance wer3 tested and received moderate support. Also, five modifications or extensions of the theory are reviewed and empirically tested. In genexal, these changes suggested that the Inclusion of others' expecLions and the asaessment of the subject's control over his behavior increased the predictability of the model. Intrinsic outcomes are more highly releted to the criteria than extrinsic ) outcomes. Finally, %inweighted models do as well as weighted ones for the job effort and satisfaction models. For the performance model there was no difference between additive or viultiplicative conbinations of tt components. The implications of the suggested modZfications for the revision of expectancy theory are discussed. Mitchell and Biglan, 1971, and Heneman and Schwab, 1972, for reviews). While almost every investigation reported has shown some positive support for the theory, there have been a number of problems. First, the support has only been moderate at best. Second, the researchers frequently did not gather the theoretically correct measures to truly test the theory (see Heneman and Schwab, 1972) .
REPLICATION AND EXTENSION OF EXPECTANCY MODELS FOR JOB EFFORT, SATISFACTION ANT) PERFORMANCE
The response to these problems has been to test nore accurate representations of the theory and to suggest modifications which might increase its predictive ability. The following research was meant to test Vroom's job effort, satisfaction, and performance models and Lu simultaneously deal with five possible refinements and modifications.
Theoretical Models
In general the theory suggests that an individual's attitude or behavior can be predicted from the degree to which the attitude or behavior is linked to various consequences weighted by the evaluation of those consequences.
Job Effort! This model is currently represented as follows:
Vinson where W-Effort exerted on the job
I.
E-the expectancy that effort will lead to good performance I-The instrumentality of good performance for the attainment of various outcomes V-the valence or importance of the outcome
N-the number of outcomes
Thus, one supposedly works hard if they believe that 1) working hard will lead to good performance, 2) that good performance will lead to other work related outcomes (e.g. high pay, a promotion, etc.) and 3) these work related outcomes are important to the individual. 
Thus, one is satisfied .ith his job if he believes the job is helpful in attaining outcomes which are highly valued or important to him.
Note that while the valence measure of the effort and satisfaction model is similar, the instrumentality wmasure is different. In the effort model instrumentality erefrs to Lbe relationship between performance and outcomeo vhile in the satisfaction model it refers to the positton-ontcomo relationship (Graen, 1969) . 
Refinements and Extensions
A couple of points should be mentioned before proceeding to the areas tested in the current investigation. First, numerous studies have been conducted which helpea to generate the above models. This developmental process is documented elsewhere (Mt'.i and Biglan, 1971:. Heneman and Schwab', 1972) . Second, there are a nwriber of methodological problems with the ways in which these theories have been generated which will not be dealt with here (see Nitchell, 1972, or Wahba and House, 1973) . Some of these problems led to the refinements suggested below while others are as of yet unresolved.
Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic Outcomes: One modification suggested that intrinsic outcomes (things that are inherently pleasurable about 'A doing the job) are more powerful wotivators than extrinsic ones and that they lead to greater satisfaction (Mitchell and Albright, 1972) .
This idea suggest* that we examine more fully the content of the ,IV In both the effort and satisfaction models-o detewwinc w lch i ! Gavin, 1970) .. The purpose of the following research was to test all *three models and the five modifications mentioned above.
Method
Subjects were selected from a number of profit and non-profit organizations and were primarily from Seattle, Washington, or Los #1 ~ Angeles, California. 800 questionnaires were distributed and 370 *were returned for a response rate of 46%. Of those returned, only 352 were complete and usable. Some of the respondents were managers, professionals and clerical personnel. There were no major differences in terms of the effectb if the profit/non-p~rofit distinction or the position leve on the tests of the modelo and we will therefore omit further discusqions of these variables. In general, each question was asked on a seven point bi-polar scale.
For example E-to what extent will working hard lead to a good performance evaluation: N'ever 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 all the time.
The EBQ generated ratings by the employee's supervisor on the dimensions of the employee's ability, eifort and performance. Seven The intrinsic outcoms used were 1) feelings of self-esteem, *2) opportunity for independent thought mid action, 3) opportunity for personal growth and development, 4) feelings of self fulfillowent.
5)
feelings of worthwhile accomplishment. The extrinsic outcomoa were 1) security, 2)opportunity to develop close frietidships. 3) salary.
4) promotion and 5) recognition. The additive multiple reqression models showed a slightly better power to predict. Self W + Self A + RP produced a multiple R ol .69 (p < .01) when predicting self-rated performance. Sup W + Sup A + R~P produced a multiple R of .88 (p < .01) with 3v.pervisory-rated performance. None of the other equations were as high with the lowest being the sum of self-rating of effort, self ability and role perceptions correlating
Results
All
.07 with supervisory-rated performance.
4.
IDiscussion and Conclusion
The purpose of this pasper was twofold: First, we wished to present replication data for the major expectancy models. Second, we wanted to sumarize in one plaee a number of modifications of these models. Numerous other analyses and comparisons could be made and we All of these are important questions. We have omitted them however, becaus-. most of these analyses (Vinson, 1973) and argumerts are presented elsewhere (Mitchell and Albright, 1972; M!itchell and Nebeker, 1973; Mtchell and Pollard, 1973) . In keeping with our goals, therefore, we feel the following conclusions are warranted based on all the investigations to date covering these points:
1. The expectancy models for job effort, satisfaction and performance consistently predict their respective criteria.
2. The inclusion of others' expectations increases the predictability of the job effort model.
3. The job effort model predicts actual effort better for those participants who say they have high control over their behavior than for those with low control.
4. Job effort and satisfaction are more highly related to intrinsic outcomes than extrinsic ones.
5. Unweighted models do equally well in predicting their criteria as do the weighted models.
6. There is little difference between additive and multiplicative models of job performance.
Conclusions 2, 3 and 4 suggest wayu in which the original models can be modified while the last two suggest further research. While we seem to be obtaining a better idea of the kinds of antecedents of effort, satisfaction and perforwance, we still do not clearly understand >3..
10
viraon h~ow these antecedents combine with cne another. Perhaps future expectancy inveatigations should exaxaine these problem. more thoroughly.
